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DETAILED ACTION 

Claims 15-17, 19-23, 25, and 26 are currently pending. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments with respect to pending claims have been considered but 
are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Applicant's argument that Tanishima does not disclose faking defects is not 
found persuasive. Tanishima details the process of faking defects to remap good 
elements with redundant elements in the discussion of Fig. 3. Fuses FSO-FSn are 
fuses that are responsible for mapping faulty memory locations to corresponding 
redundant locations RM/LAO-RM/LAn as is conventional in the art. Tanaka provides for 
testing of the redundant memory even if it is not used by faking defects to temporarily 
map the redundant elements (col. 7, lines 34-37; test data is fed as the failed portion 
instead of actual fail data being fed). This is done by temporarily bypassing the fuses to 
remap the redundant elements through switch SW2 (col. 7, lines 37-42) such that the 
redundant memory is remapped even if not required (col. 7, lines 48-55; it is clear that 
the redundant memory is not required because the fuse element need not be written to). 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

Claims 15-17, 19-23, and 25-26 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Frankowsky (US Pat. 6,961 ,880) in view of Miller et al (US Pat. Pub. 
2003/0237061 ; hereinafter referred to as Miller) in view of Shih et al (US Pat. 6,661 ,719; 
hereinafter referred to as Shih) in view of Tanishima et al (US Pat. 6,999,357; 
hereinafter referred to as Tabishima). 
As per claims 15 and 21: 

Frankowsky teaches a method for testing memory, said method comprising: 

• performing a first test, wherein functional memory is tested (Fig. 2, 22; col. 2, 
lines 49-51); 

• repairing the functional memory by adding access to redundant elements, 
thereby providing repaired functional memory (Fig. 2, 24; col. 2, lines 51-52); 
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• after repairing the functional memory, adding access to redundant memory not 
required for the repair of the functional memory (col. 2, line 63 to col. 3, line 1; 
the unused redundant memory is accessed and tested in step 28 of Fig. 2 which 
occurs after steps 22 and 24); and 

• performing a third test, wherein redundant memory is tested (col. 2, lines 59-63). 
Not explicitly disclosed by Frankowsky is wherein the step of adding access to 

redundant memory which is not required for the repair comprises faking defects to 
remap good elements with redundant elements. However, Tanishima in an analogous 
art teaches a method of adding access to redundant memory which is not required by 
faking defects to remap good elements with redundant elements (col. 7, lines 34-52). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to apply the method of Tanishima for adding access to 
redundant memory which is not required. This modification would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time the invention was made, because one of 
ordinary skill in the art would have recognized that doing do would have enabled one to 
perform testing on the redundant memories without actual replacement with the 
redundant memory cell array (Tanishima; col. 8, lines 5-8). 

Not explicitly disclosed by Frankowsky or Tanishima is performing a second test, 
wherein the repaired functional memory is tested. However, Miller in an analogous art 
teaches re-testing the functional memory which has been repaired (Fig. 1; 16). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to re-testing the functional memory which has been repaired. 
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This modification would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time 
the invention was made, because one of ordinary skill in the art would have recognized 
that doing so would have ensured that the repair was effective (Miller; paragraph 5). 

Not explicitly disclosed by Frankowsky, Tanishima, or Miller is after testing the 
repaired functional memory and than adding access to redundant memory not required 
for repair of the functional memory, performing a third test, wherein redundant memory 
is tested. However, Shih in an analogous art teaches repeating burn-in testing of 
redundant memory (Fig. 3; 160). Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to repeat the burn-in step 28 
in Frankowsky after the repair step 30. This modification would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time the invention was made, because one of 
ordinary skill in the art would have recognized that repeating the burn-in sequence 
would have forced each memory cell to switch with the burn-in level many times further 
exposing faulty memory arrays (col. 5, lines 12-15). 
As per claims 1 6 and 22: 

Frankowsky further teaches using repair information to repair the functional 
memory (col. 2, lines 51-54). 
As per claims 17, 19, 23, 25: 

Frankowsky and Miller substantially teach the testing mode and method as 
detailed above. However, not explicitly disclosed is forcing usage of redundant 
elements which are not needed to be used for repairing the memory; and checking 
interaction between redundant elements. 
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However, Tanishima in an analogous art teaches forcing usage of redundant 
elements which are not needed to be used for repairing the memory; and faking defects 
to remap good elements with redundant elements (col. 6, lines 30-44 and col. 7, line 66 
to col. 8, line 8). Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time the invention was made to force usage of redundant elements which 
are not needed to be used for repairing the memory. This modification would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time the invention was made, 
because one of ordinary skill in the art would have recognized that doing do would have 
enabled one to perform testing on the redundant memories without actual replacement 
with the redundant memory cell array (Tanishima; col. 8, lines 5-8). 
As per claims 20 and 26: 

Frankowsky further teaches wherein the step of adding access to redundant 
memory not required for repair of the functional memory comprises adding access to all 
remaining redundant memory, and wherein the step of performing a third test comprises 
testing all the remaining redundant memory (col. 2, line 65 to col. 3, line 1; Frankowsky 
teaches accessing and testing all unused redundant elements). 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to STEVE NGUYEN whose telephone number is (571)272- 
7214. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F, 10am-6 :30pm. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Kevin Ellis can be reached on (571) 272-4205. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

Steve Nguyen 
Examiner 
Art Unit 21 17 



/Kevin L Ellis/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 21 17 



